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DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1 046, 29 USPQ2d 201 0 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and. In re Thorington 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321© may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

2. Claims 1 -23 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-23 of U.S. Patent No, 5,995,189. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because the 
claims 1-23 of this application using slight difference wording and that was obvious. 

The claims of this application using wording "pixel portion" instead of the wording 
"matrix circuit" in the US 5,995,189. In fact, the "pixel portion" is the same thing as the "matrix 
circuit". The element 102 calls "matrix circuit" or "pixel section" (see specification of US 
5.955,189 in column 5, line 13 and column 6, line 29). The wording "electro-optical display" and 
"liquid crystal display" are essentially the same thing also. 



Therefore, claims 1-23 are met under double patenting rejection. 



Application/Control Number: 09/316,697 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2871 



Claim Rejections - 35 CISC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claims 1-23, the "pixel portion" is not a well defined as we don't know what applicant 
intends to include in this language. 

For example, claim 2, the pixel portion according to the claim 1 including a plurality of 
thin film transistors and a peripheral drive circuit portion for driving the pixel portion. So that the 
pixel portion includes many components and may be various materials. Thus, how the substrate 
interval correction means (conductive films) can be a same material as the pixel portion? 

Claim 16, "said first conductive layer is substantially equal to a pitch of said pixel 
electrode" is not clear. What is a layer that is equal to a pitch? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary' skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 09/3 1 6.697 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2871 



6. Claims K 6, 18; 2-4, 8-10, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 5,200,847 (Mawatari et al) in view of US 5.619,358 (Tanaka et al). 

Claims 1, 6 and 18, Mawatari et al discloses (col. 5, line 55 - col. 8, line 55 and Figs. 3 
and 4) a structure of a liquid crystal display comprising: 

a pair of substrates (101, 102); 

a pixel portion including TFTs (106), signal lines (105), scanning lines (104) disposed in 
a matrix; 

a driving circuit portion (120, 121) for driving the pixel portion; 

a sealing member 1 03 for bonding the pair of substrates together. 

Mawatari et al does not disclose expressly the substrate interval correction means 
disposed in a sealing forming region includes a conductive layer or first and second conductive 
layer not connected to any one of the pixel portion and the peripheral drive circuit portion. 

However, Tanaka et al discloses (col. 4 line 50 - col. 10 line 40 and Figs 1-1 1 ) a liquid 
crystal display having dummy electrodes 27a, 27b composed of first and second conductive films 
25, 26. 

The first conductive film 25 is formed at the end portions of the substrate 21 and 22. so as 
to extend from the regions of the substrate 21 and 22 where the sealing member 29 contacts with 
the substrate members 52 and 53 toward the side of the liquid crystal layer 54. 

The second conductive film 26 is formed at the end portions of the substrate 21 and 22 
and not being electrically connected to any one of any electrodes (see Fig. 1 ). so as to extend 
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from the regions of the substrate 21 and 22 where the sealing member 29 contacts with the 
substrate members 52 and 53 toward the outside of the substrates 21 and 22. 

Such that the moisture coming from the atmosphere does not affect the liquid crystal 
layer, so as to prevent the corrosion. In addition, since the first and the second conductive film 
are disposed in the contacting region, the thickness of the liquid crystal layer near the sealing 
member is uniform, and the display quality is enhanced. 

That is the motivation of the substrate interval correction means includes conductive layer 
not being electrically connected to any one of the pixel portion and the peripheral drive circuit 
portion. 

Therefore, the substrate interval correction means to keep the substrate interval uniform 
and enhance the display quality as claimed in claims 1, 6 and 18 would have been obvious. 

Claim 2, Tanaka et al discloses (col. 9 lines 28-45) the electrode film are realized by ITO 
or the like and processed to form plural signal electrode 23 and plural scanning electrode 24. etc. 
The substrate interval correction means conventionally employ the same material used in the 
other parts of the display, such as the ITO and bus metalizations and insulators for the benefit of 
avoiding the use of additional unnecessary layers. Therefore, the substrate correction means using 
same material as the other parts would have been obvious. 

Claims 3-4 and 10, the pixel portion includes TFTs that consists of drain, source and gate 
electrodes need to be insulated each other, and that was conventional. In order to keep the same 
thickness of the liquid crystal layer the substrate interval correction means (conductive film) 
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should have a same structure as the pixel portion, so as to have same laminated structure and the 
same thickness to attain an even color display. Therefore, to arrange the interval correction 
conductive film has a same thickness and a same laminated structure as the pixel portion would 
have been obvious. 

Claims 8. 9, 22 and 23 Tanaka et al discloses in Fig.l an end surface of the first 
conductive layer 25 of the substrate interval correction means is not superimposed on an end 
surface of the second conductive layer 26, and the substrate interval correction means 
(conductive layer) has a same laminated structure as the pixel portion, and the signal lines 23 are 
superimposed on the scanning lines 24, so as to keep a uniform thickness of the liquid crystal 
layer near the sealing member, and the display quality is enhanced. 

Also, Tanaka et al discloses in Fig.l the conductive layer 26 is disposed along an edge 
portion of the substrate 52 and the branches are partially formed in an outer portion of the sealing 
region. 

Therefore, the limitations as claimed in claims 8. 9, 22 and 23 would have been obvious. 
7. Claims 5, 7, 1 1-14 and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mawatari et al and Tanaka et al as applied to claims 1, 6 and 1 8 above, and further in view 

of US 5.148,301 (Sawatsubashi etal). 

Claim 5. 7 and 19 Sawatsbashi et al discloses (col.6. lines 1-21) the driving circuit (1 12. 
113) are disposed within the region of seal member 108 that the structure renders a miniaturizing 
of the liquid crystal display device, and shortens the length of the gate lines, the dram lines, so as 
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to reduce the wiring resistances and thus lower the potential drops of the gate lines. Tins enables 
the display device to exhibit a uniform display over the whole display region. That is the 
motivation to arrange the driving circuit disposed between the pixel portion and the sealing 
material. Therefore, a peripheral circuit for driving the pixel portion as claimed in claim 5. 7 and 

1 9 would have been obvious. 

Claims 11-13 and 20-21, Sawatsubashi et al discloses (col. 6 lines 23-41) the driving 
circuit 1 12 and 1 13 are disposed outside of the display region that means outside of the sealing 
forming region. Since the seal member 108 is directly fixed to the substrate 101 and 102. the 
adhesive force is rendered large, thereby firmly connected together by means of the sealing 
member 108 so that no defects appear in the driving circuit due to the stresses, so as to achieve 
an improved display quality. Therefore, to arrange an external circuit formed outside the sealing 
region as claimed in claims 11-13 and 20-21 would have been obvious. 

Claim 14, the conductive layer comprises a plurality of linear wiring that is an inherent 
results, and would have been obvious. 

8. Claims 15-17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mawatari et 
al and Tanaka et al as applied to claims 1 . 6 and 1 8 above, and further in view of US 5.691 .793 
(Watanabe et al). 

Claim 15, Watanabe et al discloses (col.l 1 . lines 7-12) the substrate gap adjusting layer 
can be formed in zigzag pattern, so that the gap between the two substrates securely become 
equal in a wider area. Therefore, the first conductive layer has a zigzag shape with substantially 
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equal width of the sealing material to achieve a securely uniform thickness of the liquid crystal 
layer as claimed in claim 1 5 would have been obvious. 

Claim 16, examiner's understanding a pitch of the first conductive layer is substantially 
equal to a pitch of the pixel electrode, and that is a inherent result to obtain a display area. So that 
a pitch of the conductive layer is equal to a pitch of the pixel electrode as claimed in claim 1 6 

would have been obvious. 

Claim 17 concerning the forming method for the first conductive layer is a product-by- 
process claim, which does not define a materially different invention, as there would be no way 
to tell by the product would have been used to make it. and therefore a product made by the 
process would not be patentably distinct from another with all of the limitations excepting the 
process limitations (see MPEP 2113). 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Mike Qi whose telephone number is (703)308-6213 . 

Mike Qi ' _ 

November 14, 2000 

Kenneth Parker 
Primary Examiner 
Technology Center 2800 



